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ABSTRACT

THE TACIT DIMENSION OF
ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING

Thomas Reeder Robinson
Old Dominion University, 1996
Director: Dr. Laurence D. Richards

This research was conducted to observe the self-reflections of an organizational
participant group to further understand the organizational learning phenomenon. The
participant group consisted of the 15 managers, spanning three levels of management, of a
large engineering group in the southeastern United States.

The intent of the research was to generate theory, rather than to test theory. To
accomplish this objective, a qualitative research methodology in a participatory action
framework was modeled from Keating's (1993) Organizational Learning Process (OLP) to
co-construct participants' organizational reflections. The methodology included individual
interviews designed to elicit spontaneity that co-generated organizational perspectives.
These perspectives were then combined and anonymously assessed by the participants as to
their personal beliefs, and their perceptions of the organization's rhetoric and actions. The
assessed perspectives were finally used to facilitate group dialogues. The assessed
perspectives revealed what the participant group believed, and what they perceived
themselves to say and do. It was discovered that there were many perspectives that
revealed large incongruities between the participant group's beliefs, rhetoric, and actions.
Analysis of these incongruities and the group dialogues: (1) demonstrated Argyris and
Schon's (1978) theoretical constructs for barriers to organizational learning; (2) indicated
that the expectations generated by their "quality" program were incongruent with more
traditional expectations that pre-dated their "quality” program; and (3) suggested the
existence of a body of largely tacit and experiential organizational perspectives that
established a strong context for decision and action. The existence of these influential, yet
tacit, perspectives implied a new essential process for the development of an advanced
organizational learning system (Argyris and Schon, 1978), i.e., the co-construction of tacit
knowledge. The processes through which such co-constructions appeared to occur
naturally within the participant group were detailed as a proposed explanatory model for
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organizational learning. Implications of the research for the management of organizations,
for organizational learning theory, and for future research were also developed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This research is conducted to observe organizational self-reflections on issues of
importance to an organization in a participatory action research setting to further understand
the organizational learning phenomenon. Motivating this research is that there is no theory
or model of organizational learning that is widely accepted (Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Keating,
1993), even though there exists a well recognized literature (Bateson, 1979; Argyris and
Schon, 1978; Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Levitt and March, 1988; Huber 1991; Dixon, 1992;
Dodgson, 1993), which makes numerous useful distinctions on types of learning (e.g.,
lower-level versus higher-level, behavioral versus cognitive, and individual versus shared),
while addressing the goals and processes of organizational learning and ways in which
organizational learning may be facilitated or impeded. Fiol and Lyles (1985) point out that
the lack of acceptance for a model of organizational learning goes back over two decades,
when Simon (1969) defined organizational learning as the growing insights and successful
restructuring of organizational problems by individuals reflected in the structural elements
and outcomes of the organization itself. In this definition, learning consists of the
development of insights on one hand, and structural and other action outcomes on the
other. As Fiol and Lyles (1985) note, one is a change in knowledge, sometimes not clearly
perceptible, while the other shows itself in the more easily visible organizational outcome.
Fiol and Lyles (1985) observed that the problem in distinguishing between these two
aspects of organizational learning is further complicated in that a change in states of
knowledge and structural changes often does not occur simultaneously. Consequently,
Fiol and Lyles (1985) show in their review of the organizational learning literature that, as a
result of this confusion, theorists have referred to learning as (1) new insights or
knowledge (Argyris and Schon, 1978; Hedberg, 1981); or (2) new structures (Chandler,
1962); or (3) new systems (Jelinek, 1979: Miles, 1982); or (4) mere actions (Cyert and
March, 1963; Miller and Friesen, 1980); or (§) some combination of the above (Bartunek,
1984; Shrivastava and Mitroff, 1982). These phenomena are referred to as learning (Cyert
and March, 1963; Jelinek, 1979); adaptation (Chakravarthy, 1982; Meyer, 1982); change
(Dutton and Duncan, 1983; Mintzberg and Waters, 1982); or unlearning (Starbuck, Greve,
and Hedberg, 1978). Fiol and Lyles (1985) observe that in all instances organizational
learning authors assume that learning will improve future performance, but that a problem
emerges around a clear definition of learning and the measurement of it. Accordingly, Fiol
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and Lyles (1985) present an "initial definition" of organizational learning so that "a better
theory can be built".

Organizational learning means the process of improving actions through
better knowledge and understanding. (Fiol and Lyles, 1985, 1)

The above framework provides the initial motivation to further understand the
organizational learning phenomenon. Accordingly, a participatory action research approach
is adopted to facilitate the observation of organizational self-reflections in an organization.
First, it is assumed that individual self-reflections on the members' organization will
contain what individuals in the organization believe and perceive, and that joint self-
reflections will contain what individuals in the organization jointly believe and perceive.
Therefore, it is assumed that this is a way of observing the "knowledge" or
"understandings” in a particular organization. Secondly, although this research involves a
unique case study of a specific organization, it is assumed that there will exist general
findings that can be applied to many other organizations. Finally, it is believed that an
action research design is necessary to match the complexity of the organizational learning
phenomenon with that of the requisite observations. Support for this belief is found in
authors such as Lewin (1947), who pointed out that action research avoids many of the
deficiencies of positivist science for generating knowledge for application to organizational
problems, and Susman & Evered (1978), who argued that the positivist science model is an
inadequate basis for generating knowledge about organizations.

In the course of enacting action research designed to facilitate organizational self-
reflections, what stood out in this particular case study was the number of unwritten norms
and assumptions: i.e., the individual reasons why the participant perceived himself or
herself, or others in the organization to decide, choose, and act as they did. Equally
remarkable was not only the extent that such unwritten norms and assumptions were
shared, but also that the participants themselves were largely not fully aware of such
unwritten norms and shared assumptions. Questions naturally arose out of such
observations as: how were such unwritten norms and shared assumptions generated, how
did they become shared, and why were they largely not explicitly articulated prior to this
research facilitation? If these unwritten norms and shared assumptions are taken as
evidence of values and generalizations that are generally known, understood, and believed
by the organization's members, and they are seen to affect the organization's outcomes,
then such knowing, understanding, and believing could be seen to fit Fiol and Lyles'
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(1985) above definition for organizational learning, especially if the understandings and
actions are not required to be judged as "improved" or "better”.

I should note at this point the ways in which I differ with Fiol and Lyles' (1985)
definition for organizational learning. First, I contend that it is a matter of interpretation as
to whether or not the learning observed in this specific case study fits the "improvement" or
"better" specification. Accordingly, I contend "improvement” or "better” is in the eye of
the beholder. Further, I view the assumption by most authors that learning will improve
future performance, to be a limited viewpoint of organizational learning. I believe that a
broader viewpoint is simply a recognition of new understandings, beliefs, or perspectives
as learning, without the judgement of what is improved or better. Second, as Fiol and
Lyles (1985) pointed out, the problem with taking new knowledge as evidence of learning
is that sometimes it is not clearly perceptible. I offer that this is especially the case with
experiential knowledge, because such knowledge is constructed in a non-verbal domain,
and is often tacit until an explicit articulation of the knowledge is made. However,
although such knowledge may be difficult to recognize, articulate, or measure, it is no less
real. Indeed, I contend that it should be the work of a learning organization to continually
strive to articulate their learning, as I contend such work is necessary for an organization to
make their own learning a subject of their learning. Third, I contend the generation of new
organizational knowledge creates the potential for organizational action. Therefore, I
contend that organizational actions are effects of shared organizational knowledge, and
should not be mistaken for knowledge generation or the learning itself. However, I do
contend that actions have a dynamic relationship with knowledge: it became apparent in
this particular case study that actions flowed from current perspectives, and that these
actions in turn affected how individuals experienced and perceived their organization. Most
often the flow of organizational actions seemed to re-enforce current perspectives and
beliefs, but were also observed in some cases to modify perspectives and beliefs. Because
of this dynamic relationship, I contend that organizational actions should be taken at a point
in time as effects of shared organizational knowledge, and not be mistaken for knowledge
generation or the learning itself. In summary, the creation of new shared
knowledge in an organization, without judgement as to its goodness, is
taken as evidence of an organization having undergone learning. It is
acknowledged that this learning may be hard to perceive, especially when it is not
evidenced by actions. However, it is contended that the work of a learning organization is
to continually strive to articulate its own learning. When an organization has created new
shared knowledge, a potential for action is created, and therefore such knowledge
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generation may be evidenced by the actions of the organization. Such actions then become
the effects of learning, but only at a point in time, since knowledge and action are taken as
having a dynamic relation, where one affects the other. In the course of developing this
perspective during the conduct of this research, my focus for this case study becarue the
evidence supporting what was known, understood, or believed, especially in some shared
way, in my search to observe and better understand the phenomenon of organizational
learning.

Because of the above observations, the question arose as to how did the shared
perspectives, understandings, and beliefs come to be held by the individuals of the
organization? If such shared perspectives, understandings, and beliefs in this specific case
study are taken as "organizational knowledge" and their generation is taken as "learning”,
then some of the relevant questions for "organizational learning” would concern the
perspectives, understandings, and beliefs that come to be shared in an organization.
Accordingly, I offer a perspective for organizational knowledge as the shared
perspectives, understandings, and beliefs held by the members of an
organization, and I offer a perspective of organizational learning as simply the
generation of organizational knowledge. I contend that such learning creates the
potential for action and therefore such learning may be evidenced through the
organization's decisions, choices, and actions, which in turn can further affect learning,
i.e., the generation of new knowledge. The actions which do ensue from such knowledge
produce the organization, while knowledge that does not produce actions, at a minimum,
produces context for interpretation of actions. It is the evolution of this perspective during
the course of this research that has led to the examination of organizational knowledge in
search of a more acceptable theory for organizational learning. Relevant questions became
the following: (1) How is knowledge created in an organization? (2) How does
knowledge become shared in an organization? (3) Why is at least some organizational
knowledge, especially that which is influential in an organization's decisions and actions,
not explicitly articulated? (4) What distinctions can be drawn for organizational
knowledge? And, (5) what are the implications for organizational learning to the
distinctions that might arise out of the above questions?

In asking these questions it became evident that, while the organizational learning
literature implies knowledge is the result of learning, it lacks an explicit treatment as to how
knowledge is produced and the ways in which it comes to be shared. Attention to this
deficiency is made explicit by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995):
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First, as seen in Senge (1990), organizational learning theories basically
lack "the view that knowledge development constitutes learning" (Weick,
1991, p.122). Most of them are trapped in a behavioral concept of
"stimulus-response.” Second, most of them still use the metaphor of
individual learning (Weick, 1991; Dodgson, 1993). In the accumulation of
over 20 years of studies, they have not developed a comprehensive view on
what constitutes "organizational” learning. Third, there is widespread
agreement that organizational learning is an adaptive change process that is
influenced by past experience, focused on developing or modifying
routines, and supported by organizational memory. As a result, the theories
fail to conceive an idea of knowledge creation. (Nonaka and Takeuchi,
1995, 45)

It is for these reasons the focus of this dissertation is on knowledge, how it is
generated, how it is shared, and how it affects learning in an organization.

Purpose of the Research

The primary purpose of this research is to further understanding of the
organizational learning phenomenon by application of an Organizational Learning Process
(OLP) developed by Keating (1993). This process also includes a methodology designed
to make explicit and to observe the existence of gaps between organizational "espoused
theory" and "theory in-use", i.e., rhetoric and action, as Argyris and Schon (1978)
contended exists in nearly all organizations. With this purpose in mind, five objectives
guided the effort.

The first objective is to incorporate changes in Keating's (1993)
intervention strategy that were suggested by his research to determine if
these changes would indeed inform and enhance the strategy. The changes
made in Keating's strategy were: (1) an emphasis in facilitating expressions of
experiential, and hence largely tacit, organizational knowledge; (2) individual validation of
perspectives; and (3) participant assessment of the resulting perspectives on three scales
versus two.

An implication that emerged during this research is that experiential organizational
knowledge is not only largely tacit, but also has a significant influence on an individual's
organizational perceptions, decisions, and actions. Given the role that this tacit
organizational knowledge seems to play, an implication of this research is that such

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



knowledge has a significant influence on an organization's ability to collectively learn. In
particular, Keating (1993) noted in his research:

...individuals of an organization have differing perspectives... These
differences remain organizationally tacit until some form of representation
makes them explicit. (Keating 1993, 5)

This research is in agreement with this statement and advocates that there exist in all
complex organizations a body of organizational knowledge that is largely tacit in the sense
of Polanyi's (1966) "tacit knowing", a theory of mind for an essential process of thinking,
which occurs largely outside of our explicit awareness. This tacit knowing exists from the
ways in which members of an organization experience their organization and translate such
experiences into generalized assumptions and beliefs. Much of this knowledge is largely
tacit since a large portion of a member's organizational experience occurs in a non-verbal
domain. Until such experience is translated into an explicit articulation or representation,
this non-verbal knowledge remains tacit.

Due to this assumption of the ubiquitous nature of tacit knowledge, there was a
deliberate attempt in the elicitation of individual perspectives, to bring out this "tacit
knowing" in an attempt to observe how such tacit knowledge might contribute to
understanding the organizational learning phenomena. This was done by turning questions
and insights raised by participants in interviews back to them in the form of reflective
questions. Through this interview technique it was discovered that "spontaneous”
conversations were achieved. This spontaneity would evidence itself through spontaneous
behaviors, such as, laughter, anger, and other emotional expressions, banging on desks,
waving or wringing of hands, and other bodily gestures, and/or copious use of metaphors,
stories, and other figurative language expressions, while often expressing a "here and
now", and their feelings in relation to this "here and now". Through such spontaneous
conversations a portion of the participant's previously non-articulated organizational
experience would often be expressed. These expressions would frequently contain
generalizations of the participant's organizational beliefs, and would also often imply how
such beliefs were formed from such experiences.

It was discovered early in the research process that spontaneous conversations
seemed to facilitate making tacit knowledge explicit. Consequently, such spontaneity was
purposely sought in the interviews following this insight. It was observed that reflective
questioning, which was initially used with the intention of eliciting tacit organizational
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knowledge, could sometimes produce spontaneity, but not always. In these instances, the
participant often expressed concern about the interview and its confidentiality, or a
perception of compulsion for the research by upper management. Intuitively, it was sensed
that trust was an essential component to achieving spontaneity. As trust built through the
course of the research process, spontaneity in interviews, conversations, and group
meetings occurred with greater frequency. Chapter V, "Methodology Enactment”, tells the
story of framing the research in a manner acceptable to the participants, and the building of
confidence with the participants to achieve the trust that seemed essential in achieving the
desired spontaneity. Links between trust, spontaneity, experiential and tacit knowledge are
drawn. Finally, the implications of these links for the management of organizations, for
constructing advanced organizational learning systems, and for action research are drawn in
chapter VIII, "Research Implications".

The participants' conversational representations of their organizational experiences,
especially in conversations that achieved a degree of spontaneity, were interpreted by the
researcher in the form of explicit perspectives, short statements that attempted to generalize
the participant's thoughts, beliefs, values, and/or feelings regarding specific organizational
issues or relations. These short statements, served as the researcher's hypotheses of how
the participant translated his or her organizational experiences into his or her organizational
values, beliefs, decisions, and/or actions. These hypotheses were tested through a process
of participant validation of the perspectives, which also served to frame the research in a
manner acceptable to the participants and to build trust. Chapter IV, "Research Design",
details this modified Organizational Learning Process (OLP).

In his research, Keating (1993) also formulated individual "perspectives” in the
form of a series of short statements from individual interviews. However, Keating's
(1993) formulation of perspectives differs from this research in two aspects. First, Keating
(1993) did not individually validate the perspectives he formulated from his interviews, and
therefore such perspectives were not taken as a hypothesis of the individual participant's
meaning. Rather, they were taken as a representation intended to stimulate further
reflection and dialogue within his OLP design. Second, in conducting his interviews,
Keating (1993) principally followed a predetermined questionnaire, as opposed to a semi-
structured interview, i.e., questions built upon previous answers delivered with the intent
to facilitate a deep reflection. As such, there was no deliberate attempt to elicit tacit
knowledge or to achieve spontaneity in Keating's (1993) research, although both did occur
to a limited extent (see chapter IV, "Research Design"). This difference in spontaneity
appears to make a difference in the participants expressing more of what they explicitly
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knew, i.e., their verbal knowledge, versus what they tacitly knew from their experiences,
i.e., their non-verbal, experiential, and largely tacit knowledge. This is evidenced by the
difference in the extent and size of the gaps between rhetoric and action found between the
perspectives generated in Keating's (1993) research and this research. When the
perspectives are evaluated by the participants on scales designed to observe their
organizational "espoused theory” versus "theory in-use" (Argyris and Schon, 1978), i.e.
rhetoric versus action, as was done in Keating's (1993) research and is done in this
research, Keating (1993) found significantly fewer perspectives with high empirical gaps,
as measured by a seven point Likert-type scale, between rhetoric and action than did this
research (see chapter VII, "Local Findings"). From this evidence it appears that
spontaneity is a key factor in getting participants to articulate their organizational actions, as
opposed to their organizational rhetoric, although it is acknowledged that there may have
been other factors, which this research was not designed to measure. However, in this
particular case study there are many perspectives in which the participants are in good
agreement that the perspectives represent the actions in the organization, and are in poor
agreement that they represent the rhetoric in the organization, and vice versa (see chapter
VI, "Perspective Analysis"). Since actions are experienced, and experiences often remain
tacit until some explicit representation is formed, it appears there is likely to always be
some gap between existing rhetoric and current action in organizations, which is also
advocated by Argyris and Schdn (1978), although not from a tacit knowledge perspective.
Consequently, the perspectives which exhibit a gap between rhetoric and action in this
particular case study are seen to provide a window into the sought after experiential and
largely tacit organizational knowledge (see chapter VII, “Local Findings"). This research
also implies that these perspectives provide a unique window into understanding learning
and the unique barriers to learning in an organization. Finally, this research advocates that
the tacit knowledge, which these perspectives reveal, points toward a process that is
essential to advanced organizational learning systems, i.e., a process where a context is
created for the spontaneous articulation of tacit experiential knowledge (see chapter VIII,
"Research Implications"). There are also many perspectives in which the participants are in
good agreement that they represent both the rhetoric and actions in the organization. For
these perspectives, this research advocates that they provide a window into understanding
what is explicit in the organization (see chapter VI, "Perspective Analysis").

Keating's (1993) research finally differs from this research in how the perspectives
for the entire participant group were assessed by the participants. Keating combined the
individual perspectives into a larger set of statements for the entire group of participants.
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This larger set of statements was assessed by the entire participant group, just as is done in
this research. However, the set of perspectives formed from Keating's research were
assessed by the participants on only two scales. These two scales were labeled as the
"expressed axis" and the "current axis”, and were defined to correspond to Argyris and
Schon's (1978) "espoused theory” and "theory-in-use", respectively. Keating noted in his
research that individuals sought to distinguish themselves from the larger organization:

...individuals suggested that they wanted to respond to an organizational
profile statement differently than their response for the organizational
perspective. Instead, they insisted their perspective was different than that
which they perceived the organization to hold. The participants pointed out
that the strategy did not permit this distinction, of individual perspective in
contrast to the organizational perspective, to be expressed. (Keating 1993,
162-163)

Consequently, a third scale is provided in this research for individuals to express their
personal position or belief toward the perspective that is being assessed, in addition to the
two scales modeled after Argyris and Schon's (1978) "espoused theory" and "theory-in-
use”. The addition of this third scale results in revealing gaps between how the participant
group personally views a perspective versus how they perceive the organization's rhetoric
and/or actions to be disposed toward a perspective. These gaps between individuals'
personal positions! and perceptions of what the organization says and does serve to
provide insight into understanding learning and the barriers to learning in an organization,
as well as providing a window into the participant organization's shared tacit knowledge.
Chapter VI, "Perspective Analysis", details the belief, rhetoric, and action gaps that were
found in the participant organization. Chapter VII, "Local Findings", presents these gaps
as evidence supporting specific insights into the participant organization.

In summary, the intervention strategy for this research differed from Keating's
(1993) in that it first explicitly attempts to elicit the participants' tacit, experiential
organizational knowledge in the form of spontaneous conversations regarding the
participant's organizational experiences. Secondly, it includes the extra step of individual
perspective validation, whereby the initial researcher perspective formulation is taken only

I Individuals' personal position assessments are also referred to as personal belief, since it is how the
individual is personally disposed toward the perspective, e.g., a respondent may say regarding the
perspective, "I personally believe this statement to be true, while I perceive most in the organization say
it's not true, but act as though it were true."
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as a hypothesis of the individual participant's interview meaning. This step affords the
participant an opportunity to individually reflect on his or her own perspectives. Finally, a
third scale is provided for the individual assessments of the participant group's set of
perspectives to provide the individual participants an explicit opportunity to distinguish
themselves from the larger organization. All of these differences serve to reveal to a greater
degree gaps between personal organizational beliefs, and perceptions of the organization's
rhetoric and actions. Identification of these gaps serve to provide insight in understanding
the participant organization's learning system and barriers to learning, while providing a
window into the participant organization's shared tacit knowledge (chapter VII, "Local
Findings").

The second objective is to implement Keating's (1993) intervention
strategy as modified as a participatory action research project in an
organizational setting different from that of Keating's research to observe
similarities and differences. The research question accompanying this objective is:
"Will a similar reflective inquiry in a completely different organization produce similar
results?” This question is addressed in chapter VII, "Local Findings".

The third objective is to bring out organizational self-reflections on
traditional change technologies and other organizational issues deemed
important by the participants themselves in order that: 1) the participants
are provided with an opportunity for benefit through the discovery of
organization specific knowledge; and 2) an opportunity is created for
observing evidence of learning as a result of such change technologies and
issues. It was understood that if the research is not beneficial to the participants, it will
likely not hold their attention and support. So the issue of how the research can or will be
beneficial to the participants is of specific importance and continuous reflection throughout
the research. These reflections are detailed in chapter V, "Methodology Enactment”.

Specifically, the organization, which is the subject of this research, was in their
fifth year of a Total Quality Management (TQM) 2 implementation. Aside from the larger
questions of "What is learning in an organization, and what constitutes evidence for such
learning?", there are secondary questions which ask, "Can such learning be enhanced by an
organizational improvement technology or philosophy, such as TQM?", and "How might

2 Ytalics in this dissertation is reserved to indicate that a more generic term has been substituted for the
specific term used by the participant organization in order to better protect the identity of the participant
organization.
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such a technology be evaluated in terms of organizational learning? These questions are
addressed in chapter VIII, "Research Implications".

The fourth objective is to observe differences in the participants'
organizational "espoused theory" versus ''theory in-use" (Argyris and Schon,
1978), i.e., rhetoric versus action. Argyris and Schon (1978), in their model for
Organizational Learning, contend gaps between rhetoric and action are ubiquitous in
organizations, and are further accompanied by "camouflage", i.e., routines that turn such
gaps into "undiscussibles”. Argyris and Schén (1978) contend that these routines hide or
disguise such gaps, which prevent their explicit articulation and create barriers to learning,
especially to double-loop learning, i.e., breaking the paradigm, and to deutero-learning,
i.., learning to learn. There are several problems with their assertion for action and
rhetoric gaps, "camouflage”, and "undiscussibles”. First, Argyris and Schén (1978) cite
only anecdotal evidence for the existence of rhetoric and action gaps, "camouflage”, and
"undiscussibles”. Second, the existence of these gaps, "camouflage", and
"undiscussibles" appear to be constructed from their observations of various organizations.
Third, other than Keating (1993), there appears to be no studies in the literature for
organizational theory or organizational learning that explicitly explore the existence or
nature of action and rhetoric gaps in organizations. Finally, Keating's (1993) methodology
and case study results only yielded a few perspectives with significant rhetoric and action
gaps. Keating's (1993) methodology was not specifically intended to observe rhetoric and
action gaps, so consequently it was not ideally suited for this purpose. One weakness was
that Keating (1993) assessed perceptions of organizational rhetoric and actions against
perspectives that were not validated by the individual interviewees as being truly
representative of their organizational beliefs. A second weakness was that Keating's
interviews did not seek spontaneity, and therefore probably did not reveal some of the
deeper underlying issues in the organization. As a result, most of the perspectives
generated in Keating's research were probably more representative of the rhetoric in the
organization and less representative of much of their tacit and unspoken actions, if such
tacit and unspoken actions did in fact exist. In any case, most of the perspectives in
Keating's (1993) study demonstrated only minor differences in rhetoric and action.
Therefore, in order to close this gap in the literature, an objective of this research
is to observe differences in the participants' organizational rhetoric and
action through a research methodology that will co-construct such rhetoric
and action gaps with the participants should they exist (see chapters III and IV,
"Methodological Framework" and "Research Design"). The research questions that
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accompany this objective are: (1) Will the modified OLP design co-construct with the
participants rhetoric and action gaps, if they exist? (2) If rhetoric and action gaps are
revealed to a significant extent in this research, what are the differences between this
research and Keating's (1993) research that have caused these gaps to be to be more
~ prominent in this research? (3) If rhetoric and action gaps exist, do they provide evidence
for "camouflage" and "undiscussibles", and if so, what is the nature of such "camouflage"
and "undiscussibles"? And, (4) if rhetoric and action gaps are revealed, what are their
relation to the organization's knowledge and learning? The results answering the first
question are addressed in chapter V, "Methodology Enactment”, chapter VI, "Perspective
Analysis", and chapter VII, "Local Findings". The differences between Keating's (1993)
research and this research are address in this chapter, chapter II, "Methodological
Framework", chapter IV, "Research Design”, and chapter V, "Methodology Enactment".
Chapter VII "Local Findings" also addresses the second question, as well as the third and
fourth questions.
The fifth objective is to observe evidence of learning which occurs as
a result of the modified OLP intervention to better understand such
learning, and to propose an explanatory model of the processes through
which learning is generated in an organization. The particular questions of
interest for this objective include: (1) What is learning in an organization? (2) What
constitutes evidence for such learning? (3) How does learning occur? (4) How can
barriers to learning be identified and overcome? (5) What are the processes and
organizational skills that contribute to organizational learning? (6) Can these processes and
skills be discovered and learned? (7) Can making the subject of learning in an organization
explicit serve to improve and sustain organizational learning? These questions and a
proposal for an explanatory model of the processes through which learning is generated in
an organization are addressed in chapter VIII, "Research Implications".

Assumptions of the Research
Keating (1993) detailed four assumptions regarding his research. First,

...that individuals of an organization have differing perspectives... These
differences remain organizationally tacit until some form of representation
makes them explicit... that these differences can be... made explicit through
representation of organizational assessments based on Schein's (1985)
organizational culture perspective of internal integration. (Keating 1993, 5)
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Second,

...that the participants are capable, through the application, of making
distinctions between what Argyris and Schon (1978) refer to as theory-in-
use and espoused theory... (Keating 1993, 5-6)

Third,

...that the strategy could be executed within the domain of organizational
defenses and barriers to organizational learning present in an
organization..... to the extent necessary to allow the process of inquiry to
develop. (Keating 1993, 6)

Fourth,

...that the application of the strategy within a single organization could
provide implications beyond the local organizational context. (Keating
1993, 6)

This research, because of its similarity, makes the same assumptions as Keating's
(1993) research, but also contains three corollaries to the above assumptions, as well as
two additional assumptions. These corollaries to the above assumptions and additional
assumptions are elaborated in the following to better establish the context for this research.

As a corollary to Keating's second assumption, this research
assumes that individuals will be able to distinguish themselves from the
organization through the use of a scale designed for this purpose. This
research further assumes that this inquiry creates the need for individuals to be able to
distinguish themselves from the organization, based upon Keating's observations as
detailed in "Purpose of the Research” above. Given this assumption that individuals need
to distinguish themselves from the organization, it is the design of this research to be able
to identify gaps between how the participant group is personally disposed toward an
organizational issue or perspective, versus how individuals generally perceive others within
the organization to be disposed toward the organizational issue or perspective in their
rhetoric and their actions. It was anticipated that identification of these gaps would be
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instructive to the participants, and contribute to the proposal of an explanatory model of the
processes through which learning is generated in an organization.

As a corollary to Keating's third assumption, this research assumes
that a process of organizational reflection will be sufficiently self-
motivating and valuable in its resulting discoveries by its organizational
participants to elicit and sustain the participants' support throughout the
research. It is the intent of this research to observe the validity of this assumption
through a process of continuous feedback from the participants regarding their feelings
toward the research and its conduct. It is assumed that detailing such observations will
assist future participatory action organizational research. Such participant feedback on the
research is detailed in chapter V, "Methodology Enactment”.

As a corollary to Keating's fourth assumption, this research assumes
that observation of a process of individual and collective organizational
reflection should yield sufficient insights into the phenomena of
organizational learning to propose an explanatory model of the processes
through which learning is generated in an organization. Such a model should:
(1) facilitate the practical application of enhancing the phenomena of organizational learning
in organizations; and (2) inform future studies on the phenomena of organizational
learning, whereby the model may be either refined or replaced. Chapter VIII, "Research
Implications", proposes this model.

The first additional assumption that this research makes is imbedded in the
objective to modify the OLP interview process to achieve expressions of experiential, and
hence largely tacit, organizational knowledge. This objective assumes the technique
of reflective questioning will result in verbalizations of an individual's
experiential, and hence largely tacit, organizational knowledge. Berry
(1988), an author concerned with the subject of implicit knowledge as it relates to
construction of expert systems, notes that a growing number of experiments in the
psychological literature support the notion of implicit knowledge gained as the result of an
implicit learning process (Reber, 1967, 1976; Berry and Broadbent, 1984, 1987;
Broadbent, FitzGerald and Broadbent, 1986), and quotes Reber who has suggested that
"complex structures such as those underlying language, socialization, perception and
sophisticated games are acquired implicitly and unconsciously.”" Berry (1988) explains
that human experts have difficulty describing what they do, because some aspects of their
knowledge have never been represented explicitly, especially where they have learned
through experience. From this, Berry (1988) asks how such implicit knowledge can be
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elicited from experts. Berry (1988) cites that one problem is knowing the right question to
ask, and even if the right question were asked, experts might still give answers that were
fundamentally incorrect. However, Berry (1988) notes that experts are very good at what
Johnson (1983) calls "reconstructing”, i.e., rules for how a task might be done that seem
plausible to a practitioner in some domain of reasoning. Berry (1988) notes that one
approach to the problem of experts not being able to provide reliable answers to questions
has been to systematically observe experts performing real world tasks, while asking them
to provide running commentaries while they carry out the task. Berry (1988) notes that
Gammack and Young (1985) suggest that analysis of such commentary goes beyond what
experts can explicitly tell you in a problem solving situation to permit inference of what
knowledge they must be using but either cannot verbalize or of which they are unaware.
By reconstructing the solution, the experts' knowledge can be modeled.

These lessons in elicitation of expert knowledge are used in this research in an
attempt to elicit individual experiential organizational knowledge. Just as experts are able to
provide knowledge of which they are unaware in the context of performing their expert task
through their reflective commentaries, it is hoped that reflective questions will mentally
transfer organizational participants into the context of their organization such that their
commentaries will provide organizational knowledge of which they are unaware. This
research therefore makes the assumption that conversations facilitated through such
reflective questioning will contain imbedded, experiential, and hence largely tacit
organizational knowledge, and that such imbedded knowledge can be elicited, made
explicit, and shared through analysis and a process of individual validation, participant
group assessment, and dialogue.

As mentioned above it was discovered through the process of enacting this
assumption that an essential factor to participants expressing their experiential, tacit
knowledge was spontaneity, and an essential factor to achieving spontaneity is not just
reflective questioning, but also trust and a context acceptable to the participant.

The second additional assumption this research makes is that
organizations can learn. In stating this assumption, an understanding is needed as to
what is meant by "organizations can learn”. This research takes the perspective that an
organization's learning is defined by a change in its knowledge. Accordingly, for an
organization to be able to learn, it would imply that there exists a unique form of
knowledge characteristic to the entire organization, as opposed to knowledge that resides
with just its individual members. Although it is recognized that knowledge does reside
with the members of an organization, this research contends that organizations produce
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discoveries and actions that would not otherwise be possible through individual knowledge
or action. Therefore, it is postulated that these discoveries and actions are evidence of a
knowledge unique to the whole organization, as opposed to the knowledge that resides just
with its individual members. This "relational” knowledge is postulated to arise out of the
interactions between individual members' knowledge, and is contended to be the
knowledge that causes the organization's total knowledge to be greater than the sum of its
parts. It is through the generation of such relational knowledge that it is assumed that an
organization can learn, as opposed to just its members learning.

In the case of the participant organization, this research intends to provide an
experiential sense of the relational knowledge postulated above. It will be shown that the
participant group's knowledge was constructed through a cyclic process of individuals (1)
experiencing their organization, (2) interpreting their experience into individual
perspectives, (3) acting according to these perspectives, and (4) from these actions,
creating new actions and articulations for others to experience. It will be shown that this
cyclic process of joint knowledge generation created interrelated perspectives and a
potential for action that otherwise would not have been possible solely through individual
perspective or action. It will also be shown that a context for what was viewed as possible
or not possible arose from this interaction of individual perspectives, which thereby
constrained some of the participant group's decisions and actions (see chapter VII, "Local
Findings").

It is from this experience of this case study that it is contended that the observed
interaction of individual perspectives gives rise to the postulated relational knowledge of an
organization, and that this creates a potential for discovery and action that otherwise would
not be possible from individual perspective and action. Finally, while this relational
knowledge is viewed as creating a separate potential for discovery and action, it is also
viewed as generating constraints for the organization's behavior by generating a context
through which members jointly perceive what is possible or not possible (see chapter VIII,
"Research Implications").

Research Questions
The research questions posed in the original proposal for this research were four
questions specific to the participant organization and three cross-organizational questions.
As mentioned above, the participant organization was in their fifth year of a Total Quality
Management (TOM) implementation. Also, as mentioned above, the research process was
fashioned after Keating's (1993) Organizational Learning Process (OLP) design.
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Accordingly, the questions specific to the participant organization, which are addressed in

chapter VII, "Local Findings", are as follows:

1. What affect has TOM had on the participant organization's culture and ability "to learn
as an organization"?

2. What is TQM's future potential to affect the participant organization's culture and ability
to leam?

3. What effect will this research have in its attempt to assist the participant organization to
assess its 7QM effort, its culture, and its ability "to learn as an organization"”.

4. Will a process similar to Keating's (1993) OLP enacted in a completely different
organization by a different researcher produce similar results?"

The original cross-organizational questions, which are addressed in chapter VIII,

"Research Implications”, are as follows:

1. Can organizational learning be enhanced by an organizational improvement technology
or philosophy, such as TQM?

2. How may the enactment of such a technology be evaluated in terms of organizational
learning?

3. How may the potential of such a technology to facilitate organizational learning be
evaluated?

It was also acknowledged in the original proposal for this research that, "as it is the
design of action research, that other research questions may emerge that may be seen even
as more important..." (p.2, addendum 1, dated January 1993 to dissertation proposal dated
December 1992). As mentioned in the introduction above, what emerged and stood out in
this particular case study, was the number of unwritten norms and shared assumptions, i.e.
the reasons why the participant perceived himself or herself or others in the organization to
act and decide as they did, which seemed to affect decision, choice, and action within the
organization. As also noted above, it seemed that the participants, themselves, were often
not fully aware of these unwritten norms and shared assumptions on which they were
basing their thought processes, and resulting decisions and actions. These observations
during the conduct of this research led to the evolution of this dissertation toward questions
regarding the generation and unfolding of knowledge in the participant organization, and,
through the generalization of the participant organization's results, toward a proposal of an
explanatory model for the generation and unfolding of knowledge in organizations in
general. Accordingly, the questions that emerged for the participant organization, which
are addressed in chapter VII, "Local Findings", are as follows:
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1. What are the unwritten norms and shared assumptions influencing decision, choice, and
action in the participant organization that might be indicated by evidence?

2. What were the mechanisms that generated such norms and shared assumptions?

3. If such norms and shared assumptions were not explicitly articulated prior to this
research, how were they known and shared?

4. Why did these norms and shared assumptions so influence decision, choices, and
action?

If these unwritten norms and shared assumptions for the specific participant
organization are taken as a form of knowledge, then these questions would imply parallel
questions for organizations in general, which are addressed in chapter VIII, "Research
Implications”, as follows:

1. How is knowledge that is largely un-articulated generated in an organization?

2. How does such un-articulated knowledge become shared in an organization?

3. Why would shared knowledge that is not explicitly articulated be influential in an
organization's decisions and actions?

This research intends to present evidence from the interviews, perspectives,
participant assessments of perspectives, comments, and group meetings that, first, there
existed many unwritten norms and shared assumptions, which affected individual decision
and action in the participant organization; and, second, that these unwritten norms and
shared assumptions affected decisions and actions (see chapter VII, "Local Findings"). If
behavior is taken to be an effect of learning, then this evidence would make the questions
regarding knowledge germane to organizational learning. Then, it is this logic that
supports the premise of this research that organizational knowledge is knowledge that is
shared and held relative to other knowledge, and that organizational learning is the
generation of organizational knowledge. From this premise the last two emergent research
questions with respect to organizational knowledge are generated, which are addressed in
chapter VIII, "Research Implications”, as follows:

1. What are the distinctions this research suggests for organizational knowledge?
2. What are the implications of these distinctions for organizational learning theory?

The fourth objective of this research is to observe differences in the participants'
rhetoric and action, through a methodology designed to co-construct such differences with
the participants, if they exist. The questions of interest for this objective include:

1. Will the modified OLP design co-construct with the participants rhetoric and action
gaps, if they exist?
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2. If rhetoric and action gaps are revealed to a significant extent in this research, what are
the differences between this research and Keating's (1993) research that have caused
these gaps to be more prominent in this research?

3. If rhetoric and action gaps exist, do they provide evidence for "camouflage” and
"undiscussibles”, and if so, what is the nature of such "camouflage" and
"undiscussibles"?

4. If rhetoric and action gaps are revealed, what are their relation to the organization's
knowledge and learning?

All of the above questions are addressed in chapter VII, “Local Findings". The data
relative to the first question is presented in chapter VI, "Perspective Analysis". The
differences between Keating's (1993) research and this research are also addressed in this
chapter, and in chapter III, "Methodological Framework", chapter IV, "Research Design",
and chapter V, "Methodology Enactment”.

The fifth objective of this research is to propose an explanatory model of the
processes through which learning is generated in an organization. The questions of interest
for this objective build upon the first emergent research question with respect to
organizational knowledge presented above, and include:

1. What is learning in an organization?

2. What constitutes evidence for learning in an organization?

3. How does learning in an organization occur?

These questions are addressed in chapter VIII, "Research Implications", where a
proposal for an explanatory model of organizational learning processes is framed in terms
of the processes through which the knowledge of individual organizational members is
constructed in the context of the continuous knowledge construction of other organizational
members.

It will be seen that this research facilitates in-depth organizational reflections and
inquiry by its participant members, and that from this, a wealth of largely un-articulated
norms and shared assumptions, which affect decisions and actions, emerge. It will be
shown that these un-articulated norms and shared assumptions appear to emerge as a result
of how the participants experience their organization. As a result, the above questions,
regarding the generation of experiential knowledge and its relationship to shared learning,
emerged and became primary to this research. On the other hand, the original dissertation
proposal questions became secondary, as the design of action research acknowledges and
anticipates.
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Finally, it is desired to project the implications of this research for the management
of organizations. Several research questions, which are addressed in chapter VIII,
"Research Implications”, are introduced to serve as a guide to these projections, as follows:
1. How can barriers to learning in an organization be identified and overcome?
2. What are the processes and organizational skills that contribute to organizational
learning?
3. How may an organization discover and learn the processes and skills which contribute
to organizational learning?
4. Will making the subject of learning in an organization explicit serve to improve and
sustain organizational learning?

Scope and Limitations of the Research
Since this research adopted the Organizational Learning Process (OLP) developed
by Keating (1993) to generate and observe organizational self-reflections to further
understand the organizational learning phenomenon, the scope and limitations of this
research are similar to the scope and limitations of Keating's (1993) research. As seen in
Keating (1993):

Argyris and Schon (1978) categorize interventions, with respect to
organizational learning, as "comprehensive" and "limited”. Comprehensive
intervention involves transformation of individual theories-in-use en route to
the transformation of the organizational learning system. In the limited
intervention, ... (1) the process of organizational inquiry is facilitated by the
interventionist, (2) conditions of error are engaged by the organization, and
(3) the interventionist seeks to allow a forum for the organization to break
out of the restrictive perspective which may be limiting to the organization.
(Keating 1993, 10)

Just as in Keating (1993), Argyris and Schon (1978) serves as a starting point for
discussing the scope of this research effort. Like Keating (1993), the research scope is not
a comprehensive endeavor to transform the organizational learning system of the participant
organization. Instead, the scope is limited. Like Keating (1993), the scope is limited to
understanding the implications of the local application of a modified OLP for the larger
domain of organizational learning. Unlike Keating (1993), the scope also includes
understanding the implications of the resulting content of the local application of the
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modified OLP for the larger domain of organizational learning.3 Accordingly, the research
strategy is in the terms of Argyris and Schon's (1978) limited intervention: i.e., the
researcher through the modified OLP facilitates an organizational inquiry; conditions of
error are discovered and engaged by the participant organization; and, the researcher,
through the modified OLP, seeks to allow forums for the participant organization to break
out of their restrictive perspectives that may be limiting to the participant organization. This
process is observed and the resulting content is analyzed to understand its implications for
organizational learning.

As in Keating (1993), the research design of the inquiry strategy, instruments, and
procedures by the researcher narrows the research to specific activities. This aids the
research in achieving "transparency” to the participants, as also discussed in chapters III
and IV, "Research Methodology" and "Research Design", respectively. First, the research
design places the researcher (interventionist) as facilitator of the research process, and as
such, the research activity closely parallels the design and suggestions of the modified
OLP. The organization does participate in the determination of local application
parameters, such as participation, scheduling, and the dissemination and local interpretation
of results, as well as some design features of the modified OLP structure, but these are
only minor variations, whereby the researcher acts as the conduit for suggestions and
implementations for such variations. Second, the research design causes the researcher to
be focused primarily on process, and the participant organization to be focused primarily on
content. The researcher focus is on process as a means to generate content for
understanding the implications of local observations to the larger domain of organizational
learning. The organization's focus, on the other hand, is on understanding the specific
organizational content being generated through the application. The organization's focus
on content comes as a result of the pracess, since content and "sense making” is generated
through the process. In conclusion, the result of the research design narrowing the
research to specific activities causes the research design to be transparent to the participant
organization, i.e., the research design creates the experience of organizational inquiry and
dialogue without the participants having to focus on how to create such inquiry and
dialogue.

Like Keating (1993), the modified OLP strategy provides the opportunity for
differences in assessments of the organization to emerge and to be confronted, through a

3 The content of the local application of the modified OLP is used in this research as evidence within the
participant organization for the ways in which knowledge was generated, expanded, captured, and propagated,
as evidence for the tacit experiential nature of a significant portion of the shared organizational knowledge,
and for structuring an explanatory model for shared learning in organizations.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



22

process of directed inquiry, at both the individual and organizational levels. However, in
the context of an organizational learning system, the depth of this effort is limited to the
narrow focus of the modified OLP strategy, and not intended as a "comprehensive
intervention” to generate the "transformation of individual theories-in-use en route to the
transformation of the organizational learning system.” (Argyris and Schon, 1978) The
modified OLP strategy is limited in its design through: (1) the development and
application of the process outside routine organizational activities, structures, and
processes; (2) the implementation of the process as a "research project” without the
implication of being permanent or sustainable beyond the facilitated research efforts; and
(3) the facilitation of the process by a single researcher through a participatory design. Like
Keating (1993), it is this distinction of limited scope with respect to the learning system of
the organization that is essential to understand the design, implementation, and implications
of this research effort.

Importance of the Research

Keating's (1993) OLP strategy applied organizational learning concepts generated
from organizational learning theory in an organizational setting through a participatory
action strategy. A key significance of Keating's research was its attempt to simultaneously
contribute to both organizational learning theory and practice through the design of strategy
and the supporting mechanics to facilitate an advanced organizational learning system;
further, Keating's (1993) research advocated advancement of the theoretical underpinnings
for designs and re-designs of other advanced organizational learning systems through the
practice of the designed strategy and its supporting mechanics. Therefore, Keating's
research attempted to simultaneously contribute to both theory and practice for
organizations, where his research advocated an inseparable circularity between theory and
practice through the application of a strategy formed from theory and enacted with the
intention to advance theory.

Like Keating (1993), the significance of this research also lies in its attempt to
simultaneously contribute to both theory and practice for organizations. The modified OLP
strategy for this research is designed with the benefit of Keating's research, and the
literatures on organizational theory, organizational learning, participatory action research,
expert systems, and tacit knowledge. Like Keating (1993), this research advocates an
"inseparable bridge” between theory and practice, where one informs the other. Indeed,
since the perspective of tacit knowledge in relation to organizational learning emerged
through the enactment of a modified OLP, and since the modified OLP strategy was
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suggested by Keating's (1993) research,4 and other applicable literature,? this research,
just as Keating (1993) advocated, enacts the bridging of theory and practice for
organization, where each informs the other.

Keating's (1993) OLP strategy was designed through his recognition from the
organizational learning literature of the importance of generating organizational processes of
inquiry. As Keating (1993) noted:

These processes are recognized as essential to development of advanced
organizational learning systems. Several predominant descriptions of these
processes include: organizational dialectic (Argyris and Schén 1978),
surfacing and testing mental models (Senge 1990a, 1990b), and
interpretation systems (Daft and Weick 1984). (Keating 1993, 13)

Keating's (1993) research attempted to integrate these processes within the context of
organizational leamning, and in this aspect his OLP design incorporated perspectives from
each of the above processes that have been advocated by their respective authors as
essential to the development of advanced organizational learning systems. This research
attempts to make its unique contribution through yet another process,
heretofore explicitly unrecognized in the literature.® This process involves
the establishment of contexts to enhance organizational learning systems
through co-constructing the tacit experiential knowledge of its members.
This author sees this process as most essential to the development of an advanced
organizational learning system. Indeed, an attempt to enact an advanced organizational
learning system process from any of the above authors' perspectives or combination of
their perspectives may generate a context in which the tacit experiential knowledge of the
members of an organization is explicitly articulated, expanded, captured, and propagated,
but not necessarily so. Furthermore, the "how to" for creating an organizational dialectic
(Argyris and Schon 1978), for surfacing and testing mental models (Senge 1990a, 1990b),

4 Keating's (1993) study contained the original OLP architecture, and implied several important
modifications, including, (a) the need of many individuals to distinguish themselves from the organization,
and (b) the need for organizational members to distinguish the implications of their tacit perspectives to
their organizational learning system.

5 Keating's (1993) initial acknowledgement of the tacit nature of many perspectives, in itself, suggested the
possibility that literature on the tacit aspects of knowledge might be relevant to organizational learning
systems.

6 An exception is Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), which was published at the time this study was being
written, and notably, after Keating, Robinson, and Clemson (1994), which contains the essence of the

perspective for this process.
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and/or for interpreting organizational systems (Daft and Weick 1984), is largely missing
from the above authors. On the other hand, designing contexts for facilitating the
articulation, expansion, capture, and propagation of the tacit experiential knowledge that
exists in all organizations greatly informs the "how to" for creating organizational dialectic,
for surfacing and testing mental models, and/or for interpreting organizational systems.
Finally, the design of contexts for facilitating tacit knowledge creates the opportunity for
enhancing organizational learning systems in desired ways. For example designing a
context for learning provides a specific focus for learning, whereas without the designed
context, foci for learning may self-organize in unpredictable, inefficient, ineffective, and/or
potentially undesirable ways.

This research makes several other contributions beyond enacting a bridge between
theory and practice, as Keating (1993) advocated, and advocating another essential process
for the development of an advanced organizational learning system. First, this research
observes differences in the participants' organizational rhetoric and action through a
research methodology that co-constructs such rhetoric and action gaps with the participants.
As a result, it closes the deficiency of the absence of such research in the literatures of
organizational theory and learning. Second, this research contributes to understanding
organizational learning in terms of tacit knowledge. An understanding of organizational
learning from this perspective should significantly add to organizational learning theory and
practice, especially through the design of instruments and processes that facilitate
organizational learning from this perspective, and through the discovery of the skills and
processes necessary to tap the reservoir of tacit experiential knowledge in all organizations.
Finally, this research contributes to the participant organization in their local organizational
discoveries and interpretations that arise from their enactment of the modified OLP.

Organization of the Dissertation

The chapters of this dissertation are organized according to the sequence of the
processes that were necessary to its production (see figure 1). These processes include:
(1) developing the research context; (2) designing the research; (3) enacting the research;
(4) developing the research findings; and (5) projecting the implications of the research.
The objectives of the first process are addressed in chapters I and II. Chapter I provides an
introduction to organizational learning theory as the motivation for observing facilitated
organizational self-reflections, and explains how these observations in this particular case
study further motivated an examination of knowledge, especially experiential and tacit
knowledge. It poses the initial research questions, which were based upon the participant
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organization's interest and an organizational learning context, and explains the emergence
of research questions, which were discovered through enacting the research. Finally,
chapter I provides an introduction to Keating's (1993) perspective of connecting
organizational theory and practice, while distinguishing the unique contributions of this
research, especially the perspective that an explicit facilitation of an organization's tacit
knowledge is an essential process for an advanced organizational learning system. Chapter
II, "Literature Review", reviews the literature and research supporting this research,
including the literatures on organizational theory, organizational learning, participatory
action research, knowledge and tacit knowledge. An example from Michael Polanyi's
(1966) perspective for "tacit knowing" is examined to metaphorically construct a
perspective for "tacit knowing" in organizations. Literature relating to the elicitation of
expert implicit knowledge for expert systems is reviewed in relation to the design of this
research. Finally, elements of the theory of action perspective of organizational learning
(Argyris and Schon 1978), mental models (Senge 1990), and the concepts of
organizational inquiry, which are recognized as fundamental to organizational learning, are
reviewed. These first two chapters, which develop the research context for observing an
organization with respect to its learning and knowledge, are concluded by discussing the
implications of the research project with respect to the literature.

The second process produces the supporting methodology and research design.
Chapter III, "Methodological Framework", develops the supporting methodology within
the framework of participatory action research. Distinctions between action research and
positivist science, quantitative and qualitative research are drawn. The appropriateness of
each are examined in terms of the intent of this research. Tenets for good science including
researcher influence, generalizability of findings, reproducibility, and validity are
addressed. Elements essential to characterizing the participatory action research in terms
that are meaningful in the experience of the participants, including focus, participation,
context, structure, and expectations of the research, are considered. The considerations
and constraints of chapter III define the methodological framework employed to establish
the research design as developed in chapter IV, "Research Design". Chapter IV explicitly
articulates the specifications for the research design necessary to satisfy the methodological
framework established by chapter III. It discusses the elicitation of expert implicit
knowledge, and describes each phase of the five phase strategy for the modified
Organizational Learning Process (OLP) design, while noting how each phase serves the
specifications for the research design.
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Figure 1. Organization of the dissertation report.
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Findings

The third process is the enactment of the research. Chapter V, "Methodology
Enactment", develops the contextual setting for the research by describing the experience of
enacting the research design developed in chapter IV. Obstacles to gaining individual and
organizational support for the research are chronicled. Organizational changes the
researcher believes to have occurred as a result of the conduct of the research are detailed.
Anecdotal evidence for attribution of changes to the research is offered. How data were
collected, how long data collection lasted, what were the organizational and physical
settings for data collection, what was the local inclusiveness of the data, how data were
transformed and weighted for participant feedback, how participants interpreted and reacted
to the data, what truth value and applicability was ascribed to the data through the
participants' interpretations and reactions to the data, what were the participants' feedback
on the research, what impact the research had on the participants, and what impact the
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researcher and participants had on each other are experienced in this accounting. The
principle tools of the researcher, i.e., participant observation and the semi-structured,
spontaneous interview are demonstrated through the descriptions of the methodology
enactment. Spontaneity in semi-structured interviews will be seen as a key for eliciting tacit
knowledge and motivating participation. Finally, the organizational changes that the
researcher believes to have occurred as a result of the conduct of the research, and the
anecdotal evidence for attribution of these changes to the research, are explained.

The fourth process develops the results of the research. Chapter VI, "Perspective
Analysis", describes the analysis method that was used to interpret the data generated by
the modified OLP, which consisted of examining the semantic meaning of perspectives
corresponding to their categorization and ranking according to the participants'
assessments. This type of analysis was employed, since the focus of the research process
for the participants had been their construction of meaning relative to their assessments.
Additionally, a form of analysis was needed to reduce the complexity of the perspectives
and their assessments, while preserving the participants' constructed meaning, so that the
perspectives would be more comprehensible, and therefore more readily stimulate the
participants' group discussions. This semantic analysis by perspective category and rank is
also used to point toward evidence for the local findings of chapter VII. Chapter VII,
"Local Findings", discusses the organizational specific insights that the perspectives and
their assessments indicate. It addresses for the participant organization the research
questions initially posed, and those that emerged during the conduct of the research.
Evidence supporting these local findings is drawn from the interviews, perspectives and
their assessments, and the group meetings.

The fifth and last process in producing this dissertation is projecting the
implications of the results of this research beyond the participant organization.
Accordingly, the dissertation is concluded with chapter VIII, "Research Implications",
which develops: (1) the response to the original cross-organizational questions, (2) the
response to the cross-organization research questions that emerged during the research
regarding organizational knowledge and learning, (3) a proposal for an explanatory model
of the processes through which learning is generated in an organization, (4) implications
for the management of organizations, (5) implications for organizational learning theory;
(6) directions for future research, (7) a summary of results and conclusions.
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CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW

The literatures on both organizational theory and organizational learning are
prodigious. There exist many different perspectives and viewpoints for interpreting
organizations and their learning. This chapter begins with an overview of organizational
theory literature that has preceded and supported the organizational learning perspective.
The next section presents an overview of the organizational learning literature that has
preceded, supported, and formed the perspectives of this research. Finally, specific
literatures are reviewed to further establish the context and perspective for this research,
including Argyris and Schon's (1978) theory of action perspective of organizational
learning, Senge's (1990) mental models, Keating's (1993) perspective of distinguishing
the individual from the organization, and Michael Polanyi's (1966) perspective for "tacit
knowing". These first two chapters develop the research context for observing an
organization with respect to its learning and knowledge, and are concluded by discussing
the implications of the literature for this research.

Organizational Theory Literature

This overview of the literature on organizational theory will show that there is no
single theory of organizations, but rather many theories that attempt to explain and/or
predict organizations and the behavior of the people in them. It will be seen that each
theory of organization offers important and useful insights according to the context in
which one is attempting to understand or explain an organization. Accordingly, this
overview serves to establish the context for organizational learning and the perspectives of
this research. Indeed, the overview will show organizational learning as a logical extension
of the organizational theory literatures.

Just as there are many perspectives for the theory of organizations, there are many
perspectives about the best way to group organizational theories. However, the most
common approach is to group organizational theories according to schools, i.e., according
to their basic assumptions about humans, organizations, and organizational behavior.
Usually this grouping also groups theories according to a period of time in which the most
important contributions were written, since normally one set of perspectives was dominant
at a point of time, only to be challenged and replaced by another set of perspectives. This
ascendancy, dominance, challenge by other schools, and decline of prevailing theories can
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be seen as characteristic of Thomas Kuhn's (1970) postulation of the dialectic process
common to all sciences.

The primary purpose of grouping organizational theories according to schools is
that it organizes the knowledge about theories of organizations. There are many traditional
groupings of organizational theory according to schools, such as Scott (1961), Koontz
(1961), Hutchinson (1967), Scott and Mitchell (1972), George (1972), Perrow (1973),
and Bolman and Deal (1984), to name a few. However, Shafritz and Ott (1992) provide a
modern day historical perspective to organizational theory according to some of the most
common groupings of schools. These organization theory groupings are (1) “"classical",
(2) "neoclassical”, (3) "organizational behavior" or "human resource”, (4) "'modern’
structural”, (5) "systems, contingency, and population ecology”, (6) "multiple
constituencies and market", (7) "power and politics”, and (8) "organizational culture and
symbolic management". While the work of any single author or set of authors may cross
several schools, most can be located predominantly within one of these schools. Also,
most of the major works in each of these schools will often be found to be bounded within
a certain historical time frame, although each school can be seen as continuing to influence
other schools. Many of the assumptions relevant to this research will be found in the
"organizational culture and symbolic management" school, although other relevant
assumptions will be found in the "organizational behavior" and "systems" schools.

Shafritz and Ott (1992) contend that most analysts view the beginnings of the
factory system in Great Britain as the birth point of complex economic organizations and,
consequently, of the field of organization theory. Classical organization theory, as its name
implies, was the first theory of organizations, and dominated organization theory into the
1930s. Shafritz and Ott (1992) cite its fundamental tenets as:

1. Organizations exist to accomplish production-related and economic
goals.

2. There is one best way to organize for production, and that way can be
found through systematic, scientific inquiry.

3. Production is maximized through specialization and division of labor.

4. People and organizations act in accordance with rational economic
principles. (Shafritz and Ott, 1992, 27)

The assumptions of the "classical” school were most popularized in the twentieth century
by Taylor (1911) in his espousal of "scientific management".
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Shafritz and Ott (1992) explain that most of the major writers of the "classical”
school did their most significant work before World War II, while the "neoclassical”
writers gained their prominence from the end of World War II through the 1950s by
attacking the "classical" writers. The intellectually derived theories of the "classical” school
left them vulnerable to attack. Consequently, the "neoclassical” writers were more of an
"anti-school", and, as a result, could not adequately replace the "classical" school. Instead,
they attempted to save “classical” theory by introducing modifications based upon research
findings in the behavioral sciences. This, however, initiated a theoretical movement away
from the mechanistic views of the "classical" school, which became central to the
foundations of most of the other schools that have followed. Simon (1946) is cited as one
of the most influential of the "neoclassical” theorists, who criticized the classical approach
as inapplicable to many of the situations facing managers. One of the major themes was
that organizations did not and could not exist separately from their environment. Selznick
(1948) asserted that while it is possible to describe and design organizations in a purely
rational manner, such efforts can never hope to cope with the non-rational aspects of
organizational behavior. Shafritz and Ott (1992) explain that one of the most
comprehensive "neoclassical” critiques came from March and Simon (1957) in a summary
of the knowledge about organization theory and behavior that had been generated primarily
by the behavioral science movement. This summary demonstrated that sociologists found
that efforts to achieve bureaucratic objectives resulted in unforeseen and dysfunctional
consequences, because individuals responded in personal ways to organizational stimuli. |

Shafritz and Ott (1992) explain that the fundamental assumptions about the behavior
of people at work did not change dramatically from the beginnings of organizations until
just a few decades ago. These traditional assumptions that "the boss knew best" was
characterized by the classical work of Munsterberg (1913), where he sought to match the
abilities of new hires with a company's work demands, to positively influence employee
attitudes toward their work and their company, and to understand the impact of
psychological conditions on employee productivity. In contrast, the modern
“organizational behavior" or "human resource" applied behavioral scientists of the 1960s,
1970s, and 1980s focused their attention on how organizations could and should allow
and encourage their people to grow and develop. From this perspective, it is assumed that
organizational creativity, flexibility, and prosperity would flow naturally from employee

INote that this research attempts to elicit such personal response by eliciting participants’ distinction of
their personal organizational perspectives as opposed to their perceptions of how other members view their
organization.
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growth and development. The essence of the relationship between organization and people

is redefined from dependence to co-dependence. The organization is no longer viewed as

the independent variable to be manipulated in order to change behavior. Instead it is both
an independent and dependent variable. The organization influences human behavior just
as behavior shapes the organization. Several of the major works under this school are:

McGregor (1957), where he contends that managerial assumptions about employees can

become self-fulfilling prophesies; Janis (1971), where he explains social conformity by

"groupthink”, the mode of thinking that persons engage in when concurrence seeking

becomes dominant; Argyris (1970), where he contends that employees should have

maximum amounts of accurate information so they can make informed decisions with free
will; and, Bolman and Deal (1991), where they contend that organizations exist to serve
human needs (rather than the reverse).

Shafritz and Ott (1992) explain that the "'modem' structural” school is concerned
with vertical differentiations, i.e., hierarchical levels of organizational authority and
coordination, and horizontal differentiations between organizational units. They are
concerned with many of the same issues as "classical” theorists, but have benefited from
advancements in organization theory since World War II. Bolman and Deal (1984)
identify the basic assumptions:

1. Organizations are rational institutions whose primary purpose is to accomplish
established objectives; rational organizational behavior is achieved best through systems
of defined rules and formal authority.

2. There is a "best" structure for any organization in light of its given objectives,
environment, products and services, and technology.

3. Specialization increases quality and quantity of production.

4. Most problems in organizations result from structural flaws and can be solved by
changing the structure.

Several of the major authors of the "'modem' structural” school include: Burns and
Stalker (1961), who are widely acknowledged to have founded the "socio-technical
approach", and who found that while stable conditions may suggest the use of a
mechanistic form of organization, more dynamic conditions require an organic form of
organization that calls for participatory management and reliance on workers; Davis and
Lawrence (1977), who define a "matrix organization", which is suggested in an
organization that has extraordinary and conflicting needs for freedom (for innovation) and
order (for regulation and control); and, Blau and Scott (1962), who assert that all
organizations include both a formal and informal element. Shafritz and Ott (1992) note that
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Blau and Scott's (1962) thinking appears to have been influenced by Barnard (1938), who
contrasts the informal organization as those processes of society that are unconscious with
those of the formal organization, which are conscious. Barnard (1938) contended that
these unconscious processes have important effects of establishing certain attitudes,
understandings, and customs that create the conditions under which the formal organization
may arise.2

Shafritz and Ott (1992) explain "systems" theories of organization as having two
major conceptual themes: (1) Bertalanffy's (1951) general systems theory, and (2) use of
quantitative tools and techniques to understand complex relationships. A system is an
organized collection of parts united by prescribed interactions and designed for the
accomplishment of specific goals or general purposes (Boulding, 1956). Systems theory
views an organization as a complex set of dynamically intertwined and interconnected
clements. Wiener (1948) epitomized these basic theoretical perspectives of the systems
perspective.

Shafritz and Ott (1992) explain "contingency" theory as a “close cousin" of systems
theories in which the effectiveness of an organizational action is viewed as dependent upon
the relationship between the element in question and all other aspects of the system, at the
particular moment. Consequently, everything is situational and there are no absolutes or
universals.

Shafritz and Ott (1992) explain "population ecology" theory as assuming that
natural selection processes operate among organizations. Organizations do not adapt to
their changing environments by making decisions; instead, the environment selects among
organizational forms. The focus is on the reasons for organizational diversity, formation,
survival, and death, where theorists seek to understand why there are so many kinds and
sizes of organizations, and how social conditions affect the rates at which organizations and
organizational forms arise, change, and die out. Populations of organizations, rather than
individual organizations, are the appropriate units of analysis.

Shafritz and Ott (1992) explain "multiple constituencies and market" theories as a
major departure from the "systems"” and "structural” theorists, who assume the existence of
cause-and-effect (logical-positivist) relationships among variables. In contrast, the
“multiple constituencies and market" theories disputes the claim that organizations exist for
the accomplishment of some shared utilitarian purposes; instead, an organization is only an
extension of and a means for satisfying the interests of the individuals and groups that

2Note that this contention is very similar to the contention of this research that the tacit knowledge of the
organization sets a context for the explicit knowledge and for the decisions and actions of the organization.
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affect and are affected by it. Organizations do not have goals and objectives; rather,
constituencies have goals and objectives that they wish to accomplish through involvement
with an organization. Organizations remain viable only as long as the diverse interests of
their constituencies are satisfied.

Shafritz and Ott (1992) explain "power and politics" perspective as a specific
application and an expansion of "multiple constituencies" theory. It focuses on the tactics
and strategies that constituencies or coalitions use to gain and maintain power in and around
organizations. Organizations are viewed as complex systems of individuals and coalitions,
each having its own interests, beliefs, values, preferences, perspectives, and perceptions.
The coalitions continuously compete with each other for scarce organizational resources.
Conflict is inevitable.

Finally, Shafritz and Ott (1992) explain that the newest and most controversial
perspective of organization theory is the "organizational culture” or "symbolic
management” perspective. Its theories are based on assumptions about organizations and
people that depart radically from those of the "mainline” schools of organization theory.
This perspective does not believe that quantitative, quasi-experimental, logical-positivist
research designs and methods are especially useful for studying organizations (Ott, 1989).
It assumes a culture exists in an organization that is comprised of many intangible things
such as values, beliefs, assumptions, perceptions, behavioral norms, artifacts, and patterns
of behavior. It assumes that many organizational behaviors and decisions are almost
predetermined by the patterns of basic assumptions that are held by members of an
organization. Those patterns of assumptions continue to exist and to influence behaviors
because they repeatedly lead people to make decisions that “"worked in the past" for the
organization. With repeated use, the assumptions slowly drop out of peoples'
consciousness but continue to influence organizational decisions and behaviors, even when
the organization's environment changes. These unconscious assumptions become the
underlying, unquestioned, but virtually forgotten reasons for "the way we do things here",
even when the ways are no longer appropriate. Thus, a strong organizational culture
literally controls organizational behavior. Every organizational culture is assumed to be
different because every organization has a unique history and set of contextual factors.

It is seen that a number of assumptions from the "organizational learning" school
can be found in the "organizational culture” or "symbolic management" school. However,
this research departs from the above assumptions in several ways: First, this research
assumes that culture is not necessarily intangible. This research agrees that values, beliefs,
assumptions, perceptions, behavioral norms, artifacts, and patterns of behavior are
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normally largely tacit, but assumes that these aspects of organizational culture can be
discovered and made explicit. It agrees that many organizational behaviors and decisions
are often predetermined by the patterns of basic assumptions that are held by members of
an organization, but assumes that such behaviors and decisions can be chosen, as opposed
to predetermined. For members of an organization to discover their "intangible” aspects of
their culture and to explicitly choose, this research advocates that there must exist an
explicit commitment to inquiry, dialogue, and learning. Lacking such a commitment, this
research is in agreement that patterns of assumptions are likely to continue to exist and to
influence behaviors, because "they repeatedly lead people to make decisions that 'worked
in the past' for the organization". This research agrees with Shafritz and Ott's (1992)
explanation for how assumptions become "underlying, unquestioned, but virtually
forgotten”. However, this research also assumes that tacit assumptions may also form
directly from experience, and remain tacit because they are never explicitly articulated.
Accordingly, the main departure of this research from the "organizational culture" literature
is that this research advocates that organizations can, through enacting an explicit
commitment to inquiry, dialogue, and learning, make explicit their tacit aspects of their
culture and explicitly choose their behavior. Finally, the organizational learning literature
departs from the "organizational culture” literature by introducing the possibility of learning
in organizations.

Organizational Learning Literature

There have been five major reviews of the literature on organizational learning
conducted over the last ten years (Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Levitt and March, 1988, Huber,
1991; Dixon, 1992; and Dodgson, 1993), each from different perspectives, e.g.
management, sociology, communication, human resource development, goals and
processes. An overview of these literature reviews is presented to demonstrate both the
diversity of organizational learning literature and areas of convergence that specifically
support the perspectives of this research.

Fiol and Lyles (1985) assesses the strategic management literature in which they
find that there is no widely accepted model of organizational learning. They note that
theorists have referred to learning as (1) new insights or knowledge (Argyris and Schon,
1978; Hedberg, 1981); or (2) new structures (Chandler, 1962); or (3) new systems
(Jelinek, 1979: Miles, 1982); or (4) mere actions (Cyert and March, 1963; Miller and
Friesen, 1980); or (5) some combination of the above (Bartunek, 1984; Shrivastava and
Mitroff, 1982), while these phenomena are referred to as learning (Cyert and March, 1963;
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Jelinek, 1979); adaptation (Chakravarthy, 1982; Meyer, 1982); change (Dutton and
Duncan, 1983; Mintzberg and Waters, 1982); or unlearning (Starbuck, Greve, and
Hedberg, 1978).

Fiol and Lyles (1985) observe in all instances organizational learning authors
assume that learning will improve future performance, but that a problem emerges around a
clear definition of learning and the measurement of it. However, they note several areas of
consensus regarding a theory for organizational learning as follows:

1. Environmental alignment. Organizations, in order to survive and remain competitive,
must be able to align with their environments, and alignment implies that organizations
must have the potential to learn, unlearn, or relearn based on their past behaviors.

2. Individual versus organizational learning. Agreement exists that distinctions must be
made between individual and organizational learning. However, there is also
agreement that organizational learning is not simply the sum of each member's learning.
Instead, organizations are viewed as being able to develop and maintain learning
systems and memories through their patterns of behavior, prevailing perspectives,
norms, and values that enables organizations to influence both their immediate and
future members in ways of understanding and interpretation.3

3. Contextual factions. Contextual factors affect the probability that learning will occur.
Four contextual factors are cited: corporate culture conducive to learning, strategy that
allows flexibility, an organizational structure that allows innovation, and the
environment. Wide agreement exists that an organization's culture, consisting of their
shared beliefs, norms, and broad beliefs systems, highly influence perception of
constraints, strategy employment, and direction of change. Strategy is seen as
providing boundaries to decision making and a context for the perception and
interpretation of the environment. Centralized and mechanistic structures are viewed as
reinforcing past behaviors, whereas an organic, more decentralized structure allows
shifts of beliefs and actions. Learning is seen as requiring both change and stability
between the learners and their environments. If the internal or external environment is
too complex and dynamic, overload is likely to occur, whereas too much stability
reduces the inducement to learmn and change.

4. Content of learning. Three basic types of learning are cited: adaptation, cognitive
development, and behavioral development. Adaptation is most commonly seen as
defensive adjustment. Cognitive development is seen as adjustment of process that

3Note that this research makes the distinction of relational knowledge as representing the learning which
occurs at an organizational level, as opposed to an individual level.
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affects the organization's interpretation of events, the development of shared
understandings, and/or conceptual schemes among members. Behavioral development
is seen as new responses or actions that are based on the interpretations.4

S. Levels of leamning. Lower-level learning occurs within a given structure and/or set of
rules. The focus of this learning is on the immediate effect on a particular activity or
facet of the organization. Argyris and Schdn's (1978) refer to this as "single-loop
learning, where the organization's set of rules restricts itself to detecting and correcting
errors within that given system of rules. Higher-level learning, on the other hand, aims
at adjusting overall rules and norms rather than specific activities or behaviors. Argyris
and Schoén's (1978) refer to this as double-loop learning, which occurs when
mismatches are corrected by examining and altering first the governing variables and
then the actions. Evidence indicates that such learning often requires some type of
crisis, such as a new leader or a dramatically altered environment.

Fiol and Lyles (1985) note two primary deficiencies in the literature. First, is a
clear distinction as to what is learning and how to distinguish it from unreflective change.
Their survey of 15 major works noted that researchers often failed to clearly distinguish
between adaptation, behavioral development, and cognitive development. In order to aid in
resolving what is meant by the words learning and adaptation, Fiol and Lyles (1985)
propose the following definitions:

Learning: The development of insights, knowledge, and associations
between past actions, the effectiveness of those actions, and future actions.
Adaptation: The ability to make incremental adjustments as a result of
environmental changes, goal structure changes, or other changes. (Fiol and
Lyles, 1985, 811)

Second, Fiol and Lyles (1985) noted that few instances of higher-level learning have been
observed, and that it was unclear if this is because it is rare, or because theorists have not
developed ways of describing and measuring it. They call for developing methods for
measuring learning that are more than mere observations of changes taking place. In this
distinction between organizational learning and change, they contend it is important to be
able to distinguish whether adjustment decisions demonstrate unreflective action-taking or
in-depth understanding of past actions. Accordingly, they call for a methodology that takes

4Note that this research contends learning has occurred with what Fiol and Lyles (1985) refer to as cognitive
development, and that the subsequent behavioral development is viewed as an artifact of the learning.
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more of an in-depth look at the functioning of the organization, and one that is able to
distinguish between behavioral adaptation and learning through understanding if
association development has occurred.

This research begins to answer some of Fiol and Lyles (1985) challenges. It views
learning as cognitive development, and its methodology is designed to observe cognitive
development through the in-depth elicitation of organizational perspectives and their
subsequent rigorous reflection (see chapter IV, "Research Design"). However, a flaw of
the enactment of this research is that it only elicits and assesses perspectives over a
relatively brief period of the participant organization's history. It is contended that a more
accurate picture of an organization's learning would emerge, and a more effective
facilitation of its learning could occur through a permanent structure for an advanced
learning system.

Levitt and March's (1988) review of organizational learning literature is particularly
interesting to this research, as they take a view of organizational learning as routine-based,
history-dependent, and target-oriented, which results on a focus of how organizations learn
and interpret their experience and the experience of others. First, they view behavior as
based on routines. "Routines” include the rules, procedures, conventions, strategies, and
tcchnologies of an organization, as well as its beliefs, frameworks, paradigms, culture, and
knowledge. They contend from their review of multiple authors and researchers: (1) that
routines are independent of the individual actors, and are capable of surviving considerable
turnover; (2) that the experiential lessons of history are captured by routines in a way that
makes the lessons, but not the history, accessible; (3) that routines are transmitted through
socialization, education, imitation, “professionalization”, personnel movement, mergers,
and acquisitions; (4) that action stems more from a logic of appropriateness or legitimacy
than from a logic of consequentiality or intention; (5) that it involves matching procedures
to situations more than it does calculating choices; (6) that routines are based more on
interpretations of the past than anticipation of the future; and (7) that routines adapt
incrementally according to feedback about outcomes. They view organizational actions to
flow from such routines, and therefore to be history-dependent. Finally, they view
behavior to be target-oriented, since they view behavior as also dependent on the relation
between the outcomes organizational members observe and the aspirations that they have
for these outcomes.

It is notable how Levitt and March's (1988) perspective agrees with this research.
It is seen that the model this research proposes for the generation and transmission of tacit
and explicit knowledge implies the above thesis (See chapter VIII, "Research
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Implications"). This model holds that knowledge is generated in concert with others
through a cyclic process in which members experience the actions and articulations of
others, and then interpret these actions and articulations according to their current
knowledge. Completing this cycle generates new knowledge or reinforces current
knowledge. This new knowledge or reinforced current knowledge in turn influences new
actions or repeats former actions, respectively. Similar to Levitt and March's (1988)
contentions, this model implies: (1) such knowledge generation would be more dependent
on contextual factors than specific individuals, since it is generated in concert with others;
(2) knowledge would be shared largely through socialization processes, since it is
transmitted through everyday actions and articulations; (3) social representations of
experiential knowledge would be available to others without the actual experience, since the
actions and articulations flowing from members' experiential knowledge would be
representative of their direct experience; (4) the knowledge would be more dependent on
the history of experiences than anticipation of future experiences, because of its cyclic
generation; (5) actions flowing from such knowledge would be history dependent, because
of their cyclic generation; (6) actions would be more dependent upon context than intention,
because of their ensuing from largely tacit perspectives and assumptions formed from
experiencing the actions and articulations of other members; and (7) such knowledge would
change only incrementally as future experiences are created from the actions that flowed
from current knowledge.

Huber (1991) provides an extremely broad and comprehensive view of
organizational learning literature centered upon the four constructs or processes of
knowledge acquisition, information distribution, information interpretation, and
organizational memory.

First, it is most interesting to this research that as a result of this review, Huber
(1991) challenges the notion of intentional learning in organizations:

Intentional learning is the focal process in the lives of scientists and
educators. Small wonder that when organizational scientists think about
organizational learning, they often think of it as an intentional process
directed at improving effectiveness. (Huber, 1991, 88)

Huber (1991) advocates that "it is important to challenge such narrow concepts of

organizational learning... as narrow conceptions decrease the chances of encountering
useful findings". Instead, Huber (1991) proposes that "learning need not be conscious or
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intentional”, that "learning does not always increase the learner's effectiveness, or even
potential effectiveness”, that "learning need not result in observable changes in behavior",
and that in organizations "these process (of learning) are frequently interpersonal or social.”
(Huber, 1991, 89). It is noteworthy that these perspectives and contentions may be seen as
nearly identical to the perspectives and contentions that were developed and introduced in
chapter 1 as a result of this researcher’s experience of this case study.

Huber (1991) defines knowledge acquisition as the process by which knowledge is
obtained. He categorizes this process into five sub-processes: (1) congenital learning, (2)
experiential learning, (3) vicarious learning, (4) grafting, and (5) searching. Of specific
interest to this research are portions of his literature review on experiential learning, which
is further subdivided into: (1) organizational experiments; (2) organizational self-appraisal;
(3) experimenting organizations; (4) unintentional or unsystematic learning; and (5)
experience-based learning curves. First, in his review of organizational experiments, he
finds consensus that experiential learning is enhanced by the availability and analysis of
feedback, which is part of the methodology of this research (see chapter IV, "Research
Design"). Second, in his review of organizational self-appraisal, he notes a number of
overlapping approaches that tend to focus on member interaction and participation as critical
to learning, including action research. It should be noted that core to the methodology of
this research is an action research, self-appraisal approach (see chapter IV, "Research
Design"). Finally, Huber (1991) notes that unintentional or unsystematic learning has been
studied experimentally, analytically, and through interpretation of archival data. He noted
that experimental studies in the 1950's and 1960's have lead to observations that
organizational learning is often haphazard and multi-faceted, but that such experimental
studies of learning has essentially ceased. It should be noted that this research design
partially fills this gap through its experiment of eliciting organizational knowledge for
feedback through assessments and facilitated dialogue.

Huber (1991) defines information distribution as the process by which information
from different sources is shared and thereby leads to new information or understanding.
Thus, information distribution is seen as a determinant of both the occurrence and breadth
of organizational learning. He advocates that organizations often do not know what they
know. Consequently, he contends when information is widely distributed, that it will lead
to a higher probability of retrieval by individuals and sub-units, and an increased
probability for learning. Consequently, Huber (1991) calls for research on how the
distribution of potentially synergistic information may be facilitated. It should be noted that
this research found a large body of shared perspectives among the participant group that
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were highly influential in establishing contexts for decisions and actions (see chapter VII,
“Local Findings"). These perspectives appeared to be largely shared through the
participants commonly experiencing the articulations and actions of other members.
Consequently, this research advocates the enhancement of naturally occurring social
processes as a mechanism for facilitating the broad distribution of potentially synergistic
information. This is specifically recognized under the sub-section in chapter VIII,
"Research Implications”, titled "Implications for the Management of Organizations”, where
it advocated that "there should be a fundamental recognition that the work of an
organization is social, and that which may facilitate such social work should be discovered
and employed.”" Also, when Huber (1991) advocates that "organizations often do not
know what they know", he appears to be referring to a knowledge distribution problem, as
opposed to knowledge that is tacit. This research would advocate the same, but sees the
problem as not just how knowledge is shared, but also the extent to which knowledge may
be implicit. Consequently, this research advocates that not only does the sharing of
knowledge needs to be facilitated through encouraging social processes, but also that the
surfacing of implicit knowledge should be facilitated, again through encouraging naturally
occurring social processes, especially dialogue.

Huber (1991) defines information interpretation as the process by which distributed
information is given one or more commonly understood interpretations. He questions
whether more learning has occurred if organizational units develop a common
interpretation, or if all units interpret the information differently. He concludes that more
learning occurs when more and more varied interpretations have developed, and also when
more of the organization's units understand the nature of the various interpretations,
because such development changes the range of the organization's potential behaviors. It
should be noted that the design of this research facilitates understanding of various
interpretations through assessment of perspectives and facilitated group dialogues. In fact
many participants commented that although they did not agree with specific perspectives,
they now understood reasons for the perspectives. (See chapter IV, "Research Design”,
and chapter V, "Methodology Enactment").

Finally, Huber (1991) defines organizational memory as the means by which
knowledge is stored for future use. This research, because of its design to elicit and assess
organizational perspectives, and to use these assessed perspectives as a basis for facilitating
dialogue, is concerned more with the unintentional storing of "soft" information in the form
of norms and routines. Huber's (1991) literature review, on the other hand, is concerned
with mechanisms for the storing and retrieving of explicit information.
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Dodgson's (1993) review of organizational literature is focused through
considering (1) the goals of organizational learning, (2) learning processes, and (3) ways in
which learning may be facilitated or impeded. Much of this review repeats the perspectives
and insights expressed in the earlier reviews above. Several areas in which Dodgson's
(1993) review converges with the above reviews and this research is that although he
agrees that learning is based on individuals, organizations can learn "in toto". He contends
learning is socially constructed and quotes Simon (1991), who argues that although all
learning takes place inside individual human heads...

What an individual learns in an organization is very much dependent on
what is already known to (or believed by) other members of the
organization and what kinds of information are present in the organizational
environment. (Simon, 1991, 125)

He cites March et al. (1991) as contending that the learning process is generally
conservative and sustains existing structures of belief, which he points out to parallel
Kuhn's (1970) "normal science". He concludes that the emphasis in much of the
management, innovation, and economics literature is that "history matters", and what a firm
can do in the future is strongly influenced by its past and collective learning.
Organizational learning as more than the sum of the individual learning of its members, as
socially constructed, as conservative and sustaining of existing structures of belief, and as
history dependent are all themes that are strongly substantiated by the evidence and
experience of this research.

Dixon (1992) reviews the organizational learning literature from the viewpoint of an
HRD (Human Resource Development) professional. She notes that HRD professionals
have a substantial technology for increasing competence in individuals, but that they lack an
equivalent technology for addressing organizational learning. Consequently, her review is
centered on a viewpoint of what HRD professionals can do to facilitate learning at the
organizational level. She repeats many of the concepts reviewed above, and reviews the
literature according to five constructs that are very similar to Huber's (1991) constructs,
i.e.: (1) information acquisition, (2) information distribution and interpretation, (3) making
meaning, (4) organization memory, and (5) retrieval of information.

There are several areas in which Dixon's (1992) review specifically reinforces the
perspectives of this research. She too agrees with the concept that learning in organizations
occurs beyond the individual level.
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There is a know-how in the collective that can be credited only to the group.
This know-how is embedded in the shared understanding of the group...
The distinctive feature or organizational level information activity is sharing.
(Dixon, 1992, 31)

She sees critical reflection in the form of dialogue, action science, and questioning
assumptions as a means of internal information acquisition. Her interpretive perspective of
organizational learning emphasizes the equivocality of information, and holds that meaning
is created, not interpreted. She quotes, "The essence of organizational learning is reduction
of equivocality, not data gathering” (Daft and Huber, 1987, 9). She contends that
organizational ambiguity precipitates an exchange of views rather than the collection of
additional data. Accordingly, she advocates that HRD professionals should take
responsibility for creating forums where conflicting issues are discussed and equivocality
reduced. These viewpoints are again seen to be congruent with this research and its
advocations that contexts for dialogue should be created and facilitated to transform that
which is known individually and implicitly to a domain where it is shared and known
explicitly (see chapter VIII, "Research Implications").

Specific Authors

Several authors have specifically influenced the perspectives for this research. In
particular are Argyris and Schon's (1978) theory of action perspective of organizational
learning, Senge's (1990) mental models, Keating's (1993) perspective of distinguishing
the individual from the organization, and Michael Polanyi's (1966) perspective for "tacit
knowing".

Argyris and Schon's (1978) theory of action perspective of organizational leaming
is a perspective that attempts to explain learning as a behavior in organizations. They
describe learning as occurring on three levels, i.e., single-loop, double-loop, and deutero
learning. They contend that organizational learning involves the detection and correction of
error. Accordingly, single-loop learning is when the nature of the error that is detected and
corrected allows the organization to carry on its present policies or achieve its present
objectives, and double-loop learning is when the nature of the error that is detected and
corrected involves the modification of an organization's underlying norms, policies, and
objectives. Deutero-learning is when an organization's members learn about previous
contexts for learning. This requires that they reflect on and inquire into previous episodes
of organizational learning, or failure to learn, and in so doing, discover what they did that
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facilitated or inhibited learning, and then invent and produce new strategies for learning,
which in turn are evaluated and generalized as to what they have produced. Argyris and
Schon's (1978) study found that most organizations do well in single-loop learning, but
have difficulties in double-loop learning. They could find no example of organizations
which learned in a deutero fashion.

Argyris and Schon (1978) distinguish that often there are differences between
actors' rationalized statements of what they do (espoused theory) and the actions that
actually occur, which are said to be governed by their “theory-in-use". Organizational
members are able to articulate and disseminate espoused theories, but cannot readily
articulate their theories-in-use. Both espoused theories and theories-in-use are collectively
held, but theories-in-use are held tacitly rather than consciously. This makes theories-in-
use unavailable for examination and challenge, although they may be inferred from the
actions of the organization's members.

Theories-in-use are similar to Senge's (1990) "mental models"”, which he
acknowledges is based on Argyris and Schon's (1978) organizational theories of action.
Mental models are generalizations that have been inferred from past experience. They are
reflected in the interpretation of current experience, and through that interpretation they
influence the choice of actions. Where mental models have become entrenched in an
organization, they may prevent new learning and hinder constructive change. Janis's
(1983) concept of "groupthink”, mentioned earlier in this chapter, may also be interpreted
as entrenched mental models.

Keating (1993) also provided an additional "individual theory" distinction beyond
Argyris and Schon's (1978) distinction for individuals' espoused theory as opposed to
their theory-in-use. He provided instances in his study that indicated organizational
members may also, as individuals, hold beliefs that differ from what they perceive others'
espoused theories to be, and also from what they perceive others' theories-in-use to be, as
inferred by their perceived actions. This distinction serves to distinguish the individual's
personal theory from his or her perception of the theory espoused and the theory-in-use by
others.

As a result of these concepts, Argyris and Schon (1978) contend that organizations
tend to create learning systems that inhibit double-loop learning. They label such learning
systems as a "Model O-I limited learning system", which is characterized by primary
inhibiting loops, which act as barriers to effective organizational learning by contributing to
dysfunctional group dynamics and by reinforcing conditions of error that initially
established these loops. In this limited learning system single-loop learning may occur,
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i.e., error can be detected and corrected provided correction does not challenge existing
norms, objectives, or strategies. However, if errors are detected that would require
challenging the legitimacy of existing norms, objectives, or strategies, the source of error is
not addressed, and dysfunctions in the organization develop: for example, the source of
error may become an "undiscussible”, while "camouflage"” is invented to hide or disguise
the "undiscussible". As a result, the probability of double-loop learning is decreased. In
contrast to Model O-I, Argyris and Schén (1978) present Model O-II as an advanced
organizational learning system. In this model issues are surfaced and subjected to public
testing. This permits inquiry directed at engaging conditions of error that result from
contradictions in espoused theory and theory-in-use. The result is increased probability for
double-loop learning. The primary difference in Model O-1 and Model O-II theory is that
the inquiry and public testing of issues eliminates the inhibitory loops characteristic to
Model O-L.

In that both Argyris and Schon (1978) and Senge (1990) contend that theories-in-
use and mental models, respectively, are largely tacit (and largely formed from experience),
this review turns toward Michael Polanyi, a distinguished scientist-philosopher, and his
landmark work, The Tacit Dimension (1966), where he developed a theory for an essential
process of thinking, which he called "tacit knowing", in order to develop a perspective for
tacit knowledge. He starts by saying:

"I shall reconsider human knowledge by starting from the fact that we can
know more than we can tell." (Polanyi, 1966, 4)

In Polanyi's model for tacit knowing he demonstrates through classical
psychological experiments, examples, and reasoning that we often develop knowledge of,
what I shall call, causes, as a result of our direct experience of, what I shall call, their
effects. He calls what I call the cause "the second term”, and what I call the effect "the first

term .

"We know the first term only by relying on our awareness of it for attending
to the second.” (Polanyi, 1966, 10)

Polanyi further explained that in many ways the first term of this relation will prove

to be nearer to us, while the second term will prove to be further away from us. Using the
language of anatomy, he refers to the first term as proximal, and the second term as distal.
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"It is the proximal term, then, of which we have a knowledge that we may
not be able to tell." (Polanyi, 1966, 10)

One example Polanyi provides of such proximal or tacit knowing is the way a blind
man feels his way by tapping with a stick. The blind man feels the impact of the stick
against his fingers and palm, but since he has learned to use the stick for feeling his way,
his awareness of the stick's impact on his hand is transformed into a sense of its point
touching the objects he is exploring. Through the blind man directing his awareness to the
distal, i.e., the objects the point of his stick touches, he is able through an interpretative
effort to transpose the proximal feelings the stick causes in his hand. Polanyi calls this
interpretative effort the semantic aspect of tacit knowing.

The blind man's tacit knowledge in Polanyi's example consists of the blind man's
interpretative abilities to transpose the otherwise meaningless feelings of the stick in his
hand into the meaningful feelings of his stick touching objects. In the same way, mental
models and theories-in-use are the perspectives formed from attending to our perceptions
of the causes of the effects that we directly experience. The effects we directly experience
in our respective organizations are the proximal of which we have a knowledge that we
may not be able to tell, and would have little meaning to us without the interpretative
abilities we have learned over time through our direct experience of these effects of our
respective organizations, just as the feelings from the stick would have little meaning to the
blind man were it not for his accumulated experience of finding his way with a stick. Such
interpretative abilities remain largely tacit to us as we focus our attention on the distal, i.e.,
the causes of the effects that we directly experience. It is important to note at this point that
the causes, which are the focus of our attention, are in fact interpretations of the causes,
just as are the causes that the blind man imagines for the feelings of the stick in his hand.
Our ability to make such interpretations comprises our tacit knowing learned through our
past experiences of effects, and just like the blind man, I contend that this knowing is
usually outside of our awareness. As I present evidence in chapter VII, “Local Findings",
I contend that such tacit knowing is usually born out of the socialized organizational
experiences of its members, and that it affects decision and action much more than is
normally realized. Such tacit knowledge not only appears to strongly affect decision and
action, but also appears to strongly affect organizational members' future interpretive
abilities: a member's tacit knowledge creates decisions and actions, which create new
effects, which are then experienced and interpreted by other members based on their
current tacit knowledge. These other members in turn create new decisions, actions, and
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resulting effects. This cycle of existing tacit knowledge affecting decision, action, and
subsequent interpretations appears to often create vicious cycles that lock organizations into
specific modes of behavior. The organization behaves as it does because of its history,
which is consistently and constantly repeated because of its history. This conclusion is
similar to Dodgson's (1993) conclusion in which he found that the emphasis in much of
the management, innovation, and economics literature is that "history matters”, and what a
firm can do in the future is strongly influenced by its past and its collective learning.

Finally, since the perspective is taken that tacit theories-in-use and mental models
not only strongly affect our learning through affecting our ability to interpret, but also
represents a history of learning, a perspective is taken that such implicit theories-in-use and
mental models represents evidence of learning. Accordingly, a perspective is taken that it
is important to elicit such implicit knowledge, not only for the sake of this research, but for
the sake of facilitating learning in an organization. For this a perspective of eliciting tacit
knowledge through facilitating spontaneous, contextual articulations of members'
experience is gained from Berry's (1988) perspective for eliciting tacit expert knowledge
for expert systems, which was reviewed in Chapter L.

Implications of Literature for the Research
There are two primary implications for this research that follow from the
organizational theory and organizational learning literatures. First, it has been seen that
there is a multiplicity of organizational theories and organizational learning perspectives.

Accordingly, one implication of the literature for this research is that it is necessary to

articulate the perspective that has been formed which guides this research. Second, it is

important to note recognized deficiencies in the literature in which this research should
contribute to filling.

The primary perspectives from the literature that serve to guide this research are the
following four constructions:

1. From Argyris and Schon's (1978) theory of action perspective, organizational learning
is viewed as a natural behavior in organizations. Such learning "need not be conscious
or intentional” (Huber, 1991, 89). This natural behavior is viewed as being greatly
influenced by theories-in-use or mental models, which are largely tacit and often may
not be congruent with espoused theory. This is congruent with the "organizational
culture” or "symbolic management" perspective, according to which, for any complex
organization, it is assumed there exists an implicit culture which influences
organizational behaviors and decisions through patterns of basic assumptions, and
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where these patterns of basic assumptions repeatedly lead people to make decisions that
"worked in the past” for the organization. This is also similar to Levitt and March's
(1988) view of organizational behavior as based on routines, and to Dodgson's (1993)
contention that organizational learning processes are generally conservative and often
sustain existing structures of belief. Further, "these process (of learning) are frequently
interpersonal or social" (Huber, 1991, 89). Accordingly, normative learning in an
organization is viewed as a naturally occurring, incremental, contextual, and social
process.

2. From a wide consensus of the organizational learning literature, learning is viewed as
occurring through individuals, but such individual learning is viewed synergistically,
i.e., it is viewed as being affected by the learning of others, and as affecting the
learning of others, thereby resulting in a formation, validation, and sharing of
perspectives that would not otherwise be possible individually. This is similar to
Dodgson's (1993) contention that organizations can learn "in toto", and Dixon's (1992)
collective "know-how.

3. From Fiol and Lyles (1985), the perspective is taken that learning may be evidenced by
change in actions, norms, practices, policies, strategies, and/or procedures, but that
such evidence may be difficult to observe or detect. "Learning does not always
increase the learner's effectiveness, or even potential effectiveness”, and "learning need
not result in observable changes in behavior” (Huber, 1991, 89). Accordingly, from
Argyris and Schon's (1978) concept of theories-in-use, and Senge's (1990) mental
models a cognitive perspective of organizational learning is adopted for both evidencing
and facilitating such learning. Therefore in evidencing learning and in facilitating
learning, learning is seen as new knowledge or a change in knowledge. Such new
knowledge or change in knowledge may increase the organization's potential for action,
but not necessarily so. Where it does not increase the organization's potential for new
action, it is considered no less as learning, since it still will at least affect the
organization's interpretive abilities. In Polanyi's (1966) terms, it is the semantic aspect
of knowing. This cognitive perspective is effected in this case study through
attempting to elicit and make explicit the tacit mental models, or theories-in-use, of the
participants. Accordingly, Berry's (1988) perspective for eliciting tacit expert
knowledge for expert systems, which was reviewed in Chapter I, is adopted by this
research in attempting to elicit participants' tacit organizational knowledge. Finally,
Polanyi's (1966) perspective for "tacit knowing" is adopted in forming a perspective
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for the nature of tacit knowledge, and the experiential way in which such knowledge is
principally acquired and interpreted.

4. From Argyris and Schon's (1978) perspective for levels of learning and organizational
defenses, a perspective for distinguishing levels of learning and organizational defenses
is adopted as a way to recognize levels of learning that may be evidenced in this case
study, and as a way to recognize barriers to learning, when such learning does not
occur.

The second implication of the literature for this research is that it is important to note
the recognized deficiencies in the literature in which this research should contribute to
filling.

1. Fiol and Lyles (1985) noted that there was not a clear distinction as to what learning is
and how to distinguish it from unreflective change. The perspective formed from this
research holds that learning is new knowledge or change in new knowledge. Such new
knowledge or change in knowledge may be distinguished from unreflective change
through the methodology of this research, which elicits in-depth representations of the
organization's knowledge.

2. Fiol and Lyles (1985) noted that few instances of higher-level learning have been
observed, and that it was unclear if this is because it is rare, or because theorists have
not developed ways of describing and measuring it. They call for developing methods
for measuring learning that are more than mere observations of changes taking place,
and call for a methodology that takes more of an in-depth look at the functioning of the
organization. The methodology of this research takes such an in-depth look at the
organization. If there were instances of higher-level learning in the participant
organization, the methodology would have certainly revealed such learning, and
distinguished it from unreflective action-taking. In that instances of higher-level
learning were not observed in this in-depth case study of a complex organization, this
research provides another data point on the rarity of such higher-level learning.

3. Huber (1991) notes that unintentional or unsystematic learning has been studied
experimentally, analytically, and through interpretation of archival data. He noted that
experimental studies in the 1950's and 1960's have led to observations that
organizational learning is often haphazard and multi-faceted, but that such experimental
studies of learning have essentially ceased. It should be noted that this research design
partially fills this gap through its experiment of eliciting organizational knowledge for
feedback through assessments and facilitated dialogue.
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4. Keating (1993) provided an additional individual distinction beyond Argyris and
Schon's (1978) distinction for individuals' espoused theory as opposed to their theory-
in-use. He provided instances in his study that indicated organizational members may
also individually hold beliefs that may differ from what they perceive the espoused
theories of others to be, and what they perceive others' theories-in-use to be as inferred
from their perceived actions. This distinction serves to distinguish the individual's
personal theory from his or her perception of the theory espoused and the theory-in-use
by others. Since this is a new distinction, however, there is a question as to how
useful this distinction actually may be. The design of this research serves to address
this question through the participants' explicit assessments of their perspectives
according to this distinction.

5. Although there is wide recognition of tacit organizational cultures, theories-in-use,
mental models, assumptions, norms, and routines, there has been no methodology
designed to systematically elicit or assess such tacit knowledge in order to gain a more
measurable understanding as to the role such knowledge plays in the naturally
occurring learning processes of organizations. The design of this research to
specifically recognize, elicit, and assess such tacit knowledge is considered to be a
major contribution of this research in filling this gap.

6. Finally, there is a paucity of research that applies specific concepts of organizational
leamning to facilitating organizational learning processes of inquiry. Accordingly, the
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